Area 3: Goal A - E

The state should require instructional effectiveness to be the preponderant criterio
of any teacher evaluation.
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Area 3: Goal A — Idaho Analysis

O State Does Not Meet Goal

ANALYSIS

Idaho policy requires that its school districts develop and inform the state about their teacher evaluation
mstruments. The districts are required to include the following components: purpose, evaluation criteria,
evaluator, sources of data, procedure, eommunication of results, personnel actions, appeal, remediation,
and monitoring and evaluation.

This list of requirements only establishes the broad comaponents that a district inust include in its teacher
evaliation systern. The state does not provide guidance to districts regarding the need to base teacher
evaluations on evidence of classroom effectiveness as evidenced by objective and subjective measures of

student learning.

SUPPORTING RESEARCH

Idaho Slatutes 33514

RECOMMENDATION

Idaho does not meet this goal. The state should consider adopting a policy that requires districts to use

evidence of student learning garnered both through subjective and objective measures, such as standard-

ized test resulis, as the preponderant eriterion of a teacher evaluation.

IDAHO RESPONSE

Idaho had no cormment on this goal
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Figure 28 Evaluating Teacher Effectiveness IDAHO STATE SUMMARY — AREA 3:GOAL A

The Proper Rofe of States in Teacher Fvaluation
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AREA 3:GOAL A - IDAHO STATE SUMMARY

Figure 29 Evaluating Teacher Effectivensss
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Area 3: Goal B — Using Value-Added

The state should install strong value-added instruments to add to schools knowledge of teacher
effectiveness.
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AREA 3:GOAL B - IDAHO STATE SUMMARY Figure 31 Using Value-Added
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Area 3: Goal B - Idaho Analysis

O State Does Not Meet Goal

ANALYSIS
Idaho docs not have a valueadded assessment model that analyzes the effect of teachers on student
achicvement gains.
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AREA 3:GOAL B — IDAHO STATE SUMMARY

BEST PRACTICE
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Area 3: Goal C = Teacher Fvaluation

The state should require that schools formally evaluate teachers on an annual basis.
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Area 3: Goal C — Idaho Analysis
o State Meets Goal

ANALYSIS

ldaho requires that tenured teachers be evaluated annually. Non-tenured teachers must be evaluated

twice annualdly.

‘The state does provide some guidance on how a district must proceed regarding a teacher with an unsat-
isfactory evaluation. A teacher receiving ¢ aluation is gi
i

the state does not indicate the consequences of a second negative evaluation.
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1 iegative i probationary period. but

RECOMMENDATION

Idaho meets this goal. Idaho is commended for requiring annual evaluations and for placing on probation
teachers who receive a single negative evaluation. The state should consider adopting a policy whereby
teachers receiving two negative evaluations within five vears are automatically eligible for dismissal.

IDAHO RESPONSE

Idaho had no comment on this goal.




{DAHO STATE SUMMARY — AREA 3:GOAL C

. & BEST PRACTICE Figure 33 Teacher Evaluation
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Pennsylvania requires annual evaluations of all teachers 2L !
and provides guidance to districts about the need to place
teachers receiving unsatisfactory evaluations on probation.
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STAYE POLICY YEARBOOK 200670 51



2a 3: Goal D — Compensation Reform

The state should encourage, not block, efforts at compensation reform.
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Area 3: Goal D — Idaho Analysis

@ State Partly Meets Goal

ANALYSIS
Idaho does not have a state-re animum salary schedule although the state has appropriately has
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AREA 3:GOAL D - IDAHO STATE SUMMARY Figure 35 Compensation Reform

Are States Encouraging Compensation Reform?
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Figure 36 Compensation Reform
What can a NBPTS' Certified Teacher with a
Base Salary of 550,000 Earn??

New York

Wisconsin
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IDAHO STATE SUMMARY - AREA 3:GOAL D

“The quality of teaching is never recognized, good
or bad. The mostineffective, careless teachers are
paid just the same—and sometimes more than
the most successful ones. Most schools just aren'’t
the sort of place that skilled and talented people
want to work because those characteristics aren’t
valued or rewarded!

- Haily Korman, Teacher




2 Area 3: Goal E = Tenure

teaching for five years.

GOAL COMPONENTS

S The state’s probationary period should not end wntil a
teacher has been in the classroom for five years.

RATIOMALE

» See appendix for detailed rationale.

- should be a meaningtul milestone in a teacher’s
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Career.
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The state should not give teachers permanent status (tenure) until they have been
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Figure 37 Tenure
How States are Faring
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Area 3: Goal I, — Idaho Analysis

O State Meets a Small Part of Goal

ANALYSIS

Idabio has a three-vear probationary period for new teachers,

SUPPORTIMNG RESEARCH

Tdaho Code 33515

RECOMMENDATION

Idaho meets only a small part of this goal. Idaho should consider extending the minimuam probationary

period for permanent status to hive vears,

IDAHO BRESPONSE

Idaho was helpful in providing NCTQ with facts that enhanced our analysis.
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AREA 3:GOAL E - IDAHO STATE SUMMARY

BEST PRACTICE
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Figure 39 Tenure
How Long Before a Teacher Farns Tenure?
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Figure 38 Tenure
How Long Before g Teacher Earns Tenure?
State-by-State Breakout
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